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Art Unit: 2425 

DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the 
time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

New claim 14 recites: 

The wireless system of claim 1 , the wireless terminal further includes a 
controller, wherein 

the base station transmits a command to the wireless terminal, 
the command is received by the receiving unit of the wireless terminal, 
the controller analyzes the command, the controller performs a 
channel search when the command is a command for an auto preset 
process and the controller performs another process other than channel 
searching when the command is a command for another process, and 

when the controller performs a channel search, the wireless terminal 
transmits channel identification information to the base station, the 
channel identification information indicates receivable channels and 
unreceivable channels. 

As to the final limitation that "the wireless terminal transmits channel identification 

information to the base station, the channel identification information indicates 

receivable channels and unreceivable channels," the wireless system of claim 1 recites 

a system wherein, inter alia, the base station receives and decodes television broadcast 

information and forwards said decoded information to the wireless device where it 
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displayed. It is unclear how a wireless terminal that does not have a television tuner or 

decoder and only displays video information transmitted from a base station could 

determine if a particular television channel is "receivable," as recited. Further, the 

pertinent passage of the instant specification, paragraphs 0071-74, discloses the 

opposite functionality, that the base station transmits channel identification information 

indicating receivable and unreceivable channels to the wireless terminal, and not vice 

versa, as recited by claim 14. Specifically, Applicant's specification discloses: 

When the content of the command instructs the auto preset operation (Yes in 
S34), the wireless center microcomputer 41 outputs a control signal to perform 
a channel search to the BS tuner 33 and the U/V tuner 31 . . .The tuners 31 and 
33 receive the control signal for the channel search and execute the channel 
search, and output channel identification information to the wireless center 
microcomputer 41 (S37). The channel identification information indicates 
receivable channels and unreceivable channels. [0073-74] 

For the purposes of applying prior art in this Office Action, the Examiner will 

consider claim 14 to recite that the base station outputs in the channel identification 

information indicating receivable and unreceivable channels in accordance with 

paragraphs 0073-74 of Applicant's specification. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 1, 3, and 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Uchida (Pub. No.: US 2002/0054028) and further in view of 
Labeeb et al. (Pub. No.: US 2003/0093792). 

As to amended claim 1 which has been amended to recite, 
a wireless system comprising: 

a base device receiving a first video data of television broadcast and 
electronic program guide (EPG) data related to the first video data: and 

a wireless terminal for transmitting/receiving data to/from the base 
device 

the base device including: 

a transmitting unit wirelessly transmitting the first video data and the 
EPG data to the wireless terminal; 

and an input terminal which is connectable with a set-top box, 
the wireless terminal including: 

a receiving unit receiving, from the base device , the first video data 
and the EPG data: 

a first video generating unit generating a first video image based on the 
first video data; a second video generating unit generating a second video 
image based on the EPG data; 

a video superposing [sic] unit superposing [sic] the second video 
image on the first video image; 

and a display unit displaying the superposed [sic] video image; 

and a rewritable nonvolatile memory storing the EPG data received by 
the receiving unit, 

the second video generating unit generating the second video image 
based on the EPG data stored in the nonvolatile memory, 

Fig. 1 of Uchida, as cited previously, teaches the recited wireless system. The 

base station 200 coupled to of Fig. 1 is equivalent to the recited base device. As to the 

limitations that the base device includes " a transmitting unit wirelessly transmitting 

the first video data and the EPG data to the wireless terminal and an input 

terminal which is connectable with a set-top box ," Uchida teaches that the base 

device includes multicoupler 210 and transmission/reception antenna which enable 

communication between the base device and the wireless display device 100 [0062-63]. 
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As to the recited input terminal which is connectable with a set-top box, Fig. 1 of Uchida 
teaches set-top box 300, "serving as an exemplary input apparatus [to base device 
200]" [0028]; Fig 3 of Uchida further teaches that the base apparatus includes "input 
terminal 204 for a video signal (Vd) [and] input terminal 205 for an audio signal (Au)" 
[0058]. As to the amended limitation that the base device transmits "the first video data 
and the EPG data to the wireless terminal," Uchida teaches: 

Accordingly, the on-screen display processing section 306 synthesizes 
message information with the video signal or forms a video signal to be 
used to display an electronic program guide and outputs this synthesized 
or formed signal... The video signal output from the set-top box 300 is then 
supplied to the base apparatus 200 through the input terminal 204 of the 
base apparatus 200 as described hereinabove. 

Also, it is possible to provide an electronic program guide display key 
on the control panel CP so that an electronic program guide is formed by 
the set-top box 300 and displayed on the LCD 107 of the display 
apparatus 100 through the base apparatus 200. [0074, 0091] 

The display apparatus 100 taught by Uchida is the equivalent of the recited 
wireless terminal. As to the recited "receiving... video data and EPG data" Uchida 
teaches, as cited above, that the display device is capable of displaying video and EPG 
data received from the wireless device [0074, 91]. As to the recited "second video 
generating means: and "video superimposing means," Fig. 2 of Uchida teaches that the 
display terminal contains an OSD (on-screen display) processing section which would 
allow the display device to display the EPG to the user. 

As to the recited "rewritable nonvolatile memory for storing the EPG data 
received by the receiving means, the second video generating means generating the 
second video image based on the EPG data stored in the nonvolatile memory," Labeeb, 
as analyzed above, teaches storing an EPG template at the receiving device. Though 
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Labeeb teaches storing the template at the STB as opposed to at the cable headend in 
a conventional television broadcasting system, Examiner maintains that it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to utilize the 
Labeeb's technique of storing the EPG template at the receiving device in a home 
environment, such as taught by Uchida, where the display device 100 functions as the 
receiving device and the STB 300 effectively functions as a local server or headend in 
that it is distributing video content to one or more remotely located devices. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the ROM of Uchida's 
display device, which stores the template and display information for superimposing the 
control panel on the video image (see, e.g., 0043 and 0052), could have been modified 
to incorporate the EPG template of Labeeb. Labeeb teaches that storing the template 
at the receiving device reduces the bandwidth used by the system and Examiner 
maintains that applying the technique of Labeeb in the system of Uchida would have 
provided the benefit of reducing the transmission bandwidth from Uchida's STB to 
display device and would have increased system response time for the user by 
decreasing overall system latency. 

Fig. 1 of Uchida teaches that the OSD processor superimposes the on-screen 
display (in this case, a remote control) over the video image. The Examiner maintains 
that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention for the OSD processor of Uchida's display to similarly superimpose the EPG 
image over the video signal. 
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As to claim 3, Labeeb explicitly teaches that system may store an EPG template 
in memory: 

Set top box 34 may also comprise a nonvolatile template memory 38 for 
storing the template in which the EPG data is to be inserted for display to the 
viewer on the viewer's television 40. In this manner, a video signal containing 
the template display data need not be continuously retransmitted to the set top 
box 34, thereby saving more bandwidth. [0167] 

Though Labeeb teaches storing the template at the STB as opposed to at the 

cable headend in a conventional television broadcasting system, Examiner maintains 

that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 

invention to utilize the Labeeb's technique of storing the EPG template at the receiving 

device in a home environment, such as taught by Uchida, where the display device 100 

functions as the receiving device and the STB 300 effectively functions as a local server 

or headend in that it is distributing video content to one or more remotely located 

devices. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the ROM of Uchida's 
display device, which stores the template and display information for superimposing the 
control panel on the video image (see, e.g., 0043 and 0052), could have been modified 
to incorporate the EPG template of Labeeb. Labeeb teaches that storing the template 
at the receiving device reduces the bandwidth used by the system and Examiner 
maintains that applying the technique of Labeeb in the system of Uchida would have 
provided the benefit of reducing the transmission bandwidth from Uchida's STB to 
display device and would have increased system response time for the user by 
decreasing overall system latency. 
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As to newly added claim 15, which recites, "wherein the second video image 
is superposed [sic] on the first video image based on a user input," paragraph 
0091 of Uchida, cited above, teaches that the EPG can be displayed based on a user 
pressing an EPG key on the control panel of wireless unit 100. 

As to new claim 16, which recites, "wherein the second video image is 
superposed [sic] on the first video image based on a timing control signal," Uchida 
teaches displaying a superimposing a second video image over a first image, but does 
not explicitly teach that said superimposing is based on a timing control signal, as 
recited; however, the Examiner takes Official Notice that it is well-known in the art for a 
television or equivalent display device to employ a time-out function such that a menu or 
EPG is only displayed for a finite amount of time without user input before the display 
device stops displaying said EPG. That is, the EPG (equivalent to the recited second 
video image) is superimposed on the first video image as long as the device determines 
that said time-out period has not expired. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate said time-out function into the 
display device of Uchida to reduce power consumption by not unnecessarily utilizing the 
OSD processor of Uchida's display device and to prevent the display of the video 
program from being obstructed indefinitely. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention would have recognized this as a combination of known elements in the art 
that would have yielded predictable results. 

As to claim 17, which recites, "wherein the second video image is 
superposed [sic] on the first video image based on a user input and a timing 



Application/Control Number: 10/553,283 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2425 

control signal," the rejection of claims 15 and 17 are incorporated herein. Displaying 
an EPG in response to a user pressing an EPG button on a control panel is equivalent 
to superimposing the second video image based on a user input; continuing to display 
said EPG until a delay time-out function expires is equivalent to superimposing the 
second video image based on a timing control signal. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Uchida as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Yap et al. (Pub. No.: 
2002/0092021). 

New claim 1 3 recites the wireless terminal of claim 1 , further including: 

a controller that determines whether EPG data has been stored in the 
rewritable nonvolatile memory, wherein 

the EPG data is read out of the rewritable nonvolatile memory when 
the EPG data has already been stored in the rewritable nonvolatile 
memory, and 

an obtaining EPG command is transmitted, from the wireless terminal, 
for obtaining EPG data when the EPG data has not been stored in the 
rewritable nonvolatile memory. 

As analyzed above, Uchida teaches that the wireless display comprises a 

memory device, but does not explicitly teach the recited controller. In an analogous art, 

Fig. 1 Yap teaches a display device substantially similar to that of Uchida that 

downloads EPG data. Fig. 4 of Yap teaches a method for determining if said 

downloaded EPG data needs to be updated. Specifically, Yap teaches: 

Step 430 then determines whether there is a match between the consumer 
selections and/or criteria and the electronic program guide 80. If there is no 
match, then the process may continue by proceeding to step 440 which 
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decides whether to update the electronic program guide 80... If the electronic 
program guide 80 is to be updated, then the process proceeds to step 400 
which downloads the electronic program guide 80. [0070] 

As analyzed above, the combination of Uchida and Labeeb teaches that it is 

desirable to store the EPG template at the wireless device to reduce bandwidth 

consumed by eliminating the need to retransmit said template from the base device to 

the wireless display device. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 

would have recognized that a similar benefit could be gained from also storing the EPG 

data at the wireless device. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 

at the time of the invention to modify the wireless display CPU 131 (Uchida, Fig. 2) to 

perform the method taught by Yap. Doing so would allow the wireless device of Uchida 

to request updated EPG data from the STB, through the base device, and when said 

EPG data need be updated. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 

would have recognized this as a combination of known elements in the art that would 

have yielded predictable results. 

Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Uchida as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Tults et al. (US Pat. No.: 
4,868,892) and Kessler et al. (US Pat. No. 7,594,253). 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated herein. Uchida teaches that the wireless 
terminal comprises a remote control functionality and a means for transmitting a 
channel change command to a base device ([0079-84], Fig. 5-7 and Fig. 9), but does 
note explicitly teach the auto preset or channel search functionality recited in claim 14. 
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As to the limitations that "the base station transmits a command to the wireless 
terminal, the command is received by the receiving unit of the wireless terminal," 

Kessler teaches that the autoprogramming process shown in Fig. 3, "begins at 304 

upon receipt of an autoprogram command by the DTV control module 104 issued as a 

DTV command 1 12 from user module 108 in response to a user command to 

autoprogram or another event which automatically triggers an autoprogram process" 

(col. 6/lines 35-47); however, Uchida does not explicitly teach a means for the user to 

initiate an autoprogramming function from the user terminal. In an analogous art, Tults 

teaches a method for initiating an auto-programming function by pressing a "A-P" button 

on a remote control, the pressing of which causes the remote control to transmit a 

control signal to the television causing the television to perform an auto-programming 

function (col. 4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 

of the invention to modify the remote control displayed by the wireless terminal of 

Uchida (Figs. 1 and 9) to incorporate the auto-program key taught by Tults to allow the 

user to initiate an auto-program from the wireless terminal. An auto-program function is 

a well-known capability in the field and would have been desirable to the user to have 

said feature incorporated into the wireless terminal of Uchida so as allow a user to have 

an updated list of available channels. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 

invention would have recognized this as a combination of known elements in the art that 

would have yielded predictable results. 

Fig. 3 of Kessler further the recited steps of: 

the controller analyzes the command, the controller performs a 
channel search when the command is a command for an auto preset 
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process and the controller performs another process other than channel 
searching when the command is a command for another process (Fig. 
3/element 310, 318), and 

when the controller performs a channel search, the wireless terminal 
transmits channel identification information to the base station, the 
channel identification information indicates receivable channels and 
unreceivable channels (steps 334-350) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 

invention to incorporate the auto-programming function taught by Kessler into the 

system of Uchida as the use of an auto-program function was well-known in the art at 

the time of the invention and would have been desirable to the user to have said feature 

incorporated into the wireless terminal of Uchida so as allow a user to have an updated 

list of available channels. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 

would have recognized this as a combination of known elements in the art that would 

have yielded predictable results. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 15 July 2009 have been fully considered but they are 

not persuasive. With respect to claim 1 , Applicant alleges: 

The Applicants respectfully submit that the Office Action is based upon a 
selective combination of features found in the two references, and that 
such selective combining is impermissible. As stated in Interconnect 
Planning Corp. v. Feil, 774 F.2d 1132, 1143 (Fed. Cir. 1985), "When prior 
art references require selective combination by the court to render obvious 
a subsequent invention, there must be some reason for the combination 
other than the hindsight gleaned from the invention itself." It is respectfully 
submitted that the Office Action cites the Uchida patent, and then utilizes 
the present application as a road map to selectively replace various 
features of the Labeeb reference. (Remarks, pg. 6) 
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In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

Labeeb teaches that storing the EPG template at the user's STB instead of at the 

network headend is desirable, as doing so decreases the bandwidth usage for the 

system [0167]. Uchida teaches a display device comprising, inter alia, various storage 

means and an OSD processing section. Uchida further teaches that said OSD 

apparatus is operable to display "various messages or an electronic program guide" 

[0073]. The MPEP instructs: 

The focus when making a determination of obviousness should be on 
what a person of ordinary skill in the pertinent art would have known at the 
time of the invention, and on what such a person would have reasonably 
expected to have been able to do in view of that knowledge. This is so 
regardless of whether the source of that knowledge and ability was 
documentary prior art, general knowledge in the art, or common sense . 
(MPEP § 2141, emphasis added) 

The Examiner maintains, as a matter of both general knowledge in the art and 

common sense, that in modifying the system of Uchida with the teachings of Labeeb to 

store the EPG template at the display device it would have been obvious to one of 

ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to store said EPG template in the 
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storage means located in the display device and to utilize the OSD apparatus to display 
said EPG. 

Further regarding claim 1 , Applicant contends: 

The Examiner alleges that it would be obvious to combine Uchida with 
Labeeb to "increasfe] system response time for the user by decreasing 
overall system latency" (See Office Action dated April 15, 2009, page 6, 
lines 3-4). It is respectfully submitted that the rejection of claim 1 is a 
blatant string of substitutions gleaned from and motivated by the 
Applicants' own patent application. The Office Action fails to show that the 
prior art provides the teaching or suggestion to make the claimed 
combination and the reasonable expectation of success. The suggestion 
to make the claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of 
success cannot be based on Applicants' disclosure. Accordingly, it is 
respectfully submitted that claim 1 is patentable over the impermissible 
combination of references cited against claim 1 . (Remarks, pg. 6) 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 

obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 

any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 

hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 

within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 

not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 

reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 

1971). 

As cited in the previous Office Action, Labeeb teaches that storing the EPG 
template at the user's STB instead of at the network headend is desirable as doing so 
decreases the overall bandwidth consumed by eliminating the need to constantly 
retransmit said template from the headend to the STB [0167]. The Examiner maintains 
that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
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invention that a similar benefit would be gained by storing the EPG template at Uchida's 

display device instead of at Uchida's base unit. In both cases, the overall bandwidth 

usage is reduced because the EPG template need not be continuously retransmitted to 

the display device (Labeeb's STB or Uchida's display device) from the transmitting 

device (Labeeb's headend or Uchida's base device). The Examiner maintains, as 

stated in the previous Office Action, that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 

skill in the art at the time of the invention as a matter of general knowledge in the art 

that reducing the bandwidth usage in a system would have the desirable effect of 

increasing the system response time (see MPEP § 2141). 

Finally, Applicant alleges: 

...as to the Examiner's assertion that the OSD processing section 105 of 
the display apparatus 100 forms a video signal on which EPG data is 
superposed [sic] similarly to the OSD processor of the set-top box 300, 
Uchida fails to disclose that the OSD processing section 105 of the display 
apparatus 100 forms a video signal on which EPG data is superposed 
[sic]. Uchida fails to disclose this because, in Uchida, it is not necessary 
for the OSD processing section 105 of the display apparatus 100 to form 
such a video signal since the OSD processor of the set-top box 300 forms 
the video signal on which EPG data is superposed [sic]. Uchida merely 
describes (see paragraph 73) that the display information of characters, 
pictures, and symbols are displayed similarly to the OSD processing 
section 105 of the display apparatus 100, and fails to disclose that the 
OSD processing section 105 of the display apparatus 100 forms the video 
signal on which EPG data is superposed [sic] similarly to the OSD 
processor of the set-top box 300. (Remarks, pg. 6-7) 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Fig. 1 of Uchida clearly teaches that the 

OSD processor superimposes the on-screen display (in this case, a remote control) 



over the video image. The Examiner maintains that it would have been obvious to one 



Application/Control Number: 10/553,283 Page 16 

Art Unit: 2425 

of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention for the OSD processor of Uchida's 
display to similarly superimpose the EPG image over the video signal. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ryan Stronczer whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
3756. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30 AM - 5:00 PM (EDT), Monday- 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian T. Pendleton can be reached on (571) 272-7527. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/James Sheleheda/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2424 

/Ryan Stronczer/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2425 



